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Introduction

l. I ntroduction

The Clark Fork River is located in tinerthwest region of the United Statasd flows
approximately830miles from its headwaters along the Continental DividsouthwesMontana
to its mouth at Lake Pend Oreille in Idaho. The Clark Fork is the largest river by volume in
Montana and also contains the most distant headwaters of the Columbiah®ifeuth-largest
river in the U.S(CFWEP, 2016)The 23,000squae mileClark Forkwatershed isoughly
equivalentin areato thestateof WestVirginia, and contains significant topographic and
hydrologic variability The Clark Forkbasin is keyto overall aquatic health in the northern
Rockies, as its health and resilieradtect all of western Montanacluding the people and
wildlife that call it homeThe Upper Clark Fork watershed (UCF) is the headwaters of that entire
basin The UCHs thefocus of thisreport whichbuilds upon our 201Aquatic Restoration
Strategy for the Upper Clark Fork Bagi@lark Fork Coalition, 2011)

The UCF encompasses the portions ofwheershedrom Garrison, Montanabove the
confluenceof the Little Blackfoot Riverto the headwaters &ilver Bow Creek near Butte,
Montana It includes major parts of Powell, Deer Lodge, and Silver Bow Coufiigares 1 &
2). The approximately 1,120 squareile UCF watershedompriseghe uppermost 4files of
the Clark Fork River andeveral tributaries that havedn identified as high priority for
restoration by the Clark Fork Coalition

The Clark Fork Coalition (CFC) is a nonprofit, grassroots watershed restoration group based in
Missoula, Montanghat works to protect and res¢éathe Clark Fork River basiAlong with its

many partners, CFC works to achieve this mission by using a séased, communitjocused
approach to engage people in the crucial work of cleaning up and caring for theshesite

CFC implements otthe-ground river restoration work, protects water quality, reviews and
comments on policies and proposals impacting water quality and quantity, and works to heal the
dewatered Clark Fork River and its tributaries through innogatiater conservation activities.

The Coalition is guided by a #ember board of directors, whose backgrounds and interests
represent wildlife and environmental groups, recreation and tourism, livestock and agriculture,
private property owners, and resgle land and economdevelopment within the basifihe
Coalitionds work is informed by a diverse bas
businesses, students, teachers, families, rural and urban watershed residents, foresters, state and
federal empdyees, environmental advocates, wildlife and fisheries experts, river guides, anglers,
boaters, and other water recreationists, industry representatives, local leaders, elected officials,

and many others. CFC routinely partners with local, state, fed@lribal entities, gleaning

their input and cooperation on projects and policies that contribute to the ecologic, social, and
economic health of the Clark Fork River watershed.
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Figure X Upper Clark Fork BasirData Sources: Montana State Library, MT GIS

Clearinghouse.

The UCF has a long history of miniaglated impacts that have negatively affected the fishery

and aquatic resources along much of the riviesh population surveysompletedoy Montana

Fish Wildife and Parks (MTFWP) in 2015 indicated that brown trout dominate the UCF fishery

above Drummond, with approximate®0-400trout per mile Cook et al., 2015 Montana FWP
has calculated that this section of the Clark Fork could potentially supfotimes the current
troutdensity (Saffel, 2011 Nearbystreams such as Rock Creek and the Blackfoot Riv@ch
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were less impacted by mining polluticurrently support & times as many trout per més the
Upper Clark Forkand a more diverse arraf/fish species

Current remediation and restoration efforts by the State of Montana are addressing many of the
water quality probl ems r Rutthistiseodly oheoof thelthallemgese a 6 s
facingthe UCFMont anads mi triggered pdratied bnome In shgrécultural, rail,

and timber industries to supply food and materials to mining communities. Agricultural
development was especially impactfolthe Upper Clark Fork, as extensive irrigation systems

were created to sustamnops in thissemtarid region.

Today, gricultural irrigation is by far the largest water use in the basinynaahespreacver
appropriation of streams, seasonally dewatered stream channels, and disconnected tributaries
have significant impacts on thisliery Irrigation infrastructure is underdeveloped, with few
formalirrigation organizationand a widespread dependence on rustic diversionsatiten

canal systems.

This lack of investment in agricultural infrastructure creates both problems andusyes for

aguatic restoratiorOn one hand, antiquated irrigation systems are inefficient and can pose
significantmigrationbarriers to fish. On the otherrigation infrastructure improvementsan

gain greater local support ancemore likely to succeed because they samultaneouslyenefit

both agriculture and fishery interedlsu r sui nwi o Awt mat egy for irri
crucialto successful work with private landowners in the Upper Clark Fork, and undérttes a
recommendationsontainedn this report.

A. Bio-PhysicalCharacteristics

The Wper Clark Fork basirs comprised of two intermontane valleysd surrounding mountain
rangesn westcentral Montana near the Continental Dividilbe Deer Lodge Valley trends
southnorth from approximately the communities of Gregson to Garrftammked by the Flint
Creek Rangto the west and the Bould@r Deer LodgeMountainsto the easfFigure 3) The
Summit Valley formed by Silver Bow Creglends east west at the very top of the watershed,
and is flanked by the Highland and Anaconda Rarfgjesations range from around 4,400 feet
in the valley bottoms to over 10,000 feet in pfeaksof the Flint Creek, Highlandind
AnacondaRanges.

Precipitation patterns in the region vary depending on elevation and loaatiare a significant
driver of land useHigher elevations in the Anaconda, Flint Creek, and Boulder ranges receive
the greatest average annual precipitation in the [($0fe |leations average > 40 inches per
year)and effectively function as a rain shadmapturing much of the moisture bound for the
rest of the watershedhese highland areas are covered with conifeforess andaccumulate a
winter snow packhat iscritical to the annual water balanoéthe kasin In contrast, the valley

3
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bottom locations are classified as a samiil climatewith precipitation totals varying between
10 and 14 inches annuallyepending on location and aspéegures 3 & 4.

The aridity ofthe more fertile valley soilspurred the development eftensiveindividually-

ownedirrigation canal systems the 1860s and 1870slany of the original diversions and

canalss t i | | pl ay a rol e i n intheldCFwaith somgsystemsinedrly r a | i
identical to what they werg30 years ag¢although sprinkler irrigation has gained in popularity

since the 1970sThe semarid valley climatecoupled withthelack of major reservoir storage,

means thathe UCF wateuse systens largely snowmeltriven As a result, watescarcity and
frequent drought define theohandf shidgegtracerd d a1 r
natural resource challenges.
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Figure2- Land ownership in the Upper Clark Fork BagdataSources: Montana State Library,
MT GIS Clearinghouse.
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Figure3- Average annual precipitation in the Upper Clark Fork B&sd702000. Data
Sources: PRISM, Montana State Library, MT GIS Clearinghouse.



